Purpose. To explore the impact of interpersonal versatility on high-value (terroristrelated) detainee behaviour and subsequent interview information across distinct interview phases (namely the first and last interviews).
Methods. Police interviews with 48 terrorist detainees framework (mean number of interviews per detainee = 2.93) were coded using the 'ORBIT' (Observing RapportBased Interpersonal Techniques; Alison et al., 2014, Psychology, Public Policy and Law, 20, 421) . This produced scores for adaptive and maladaptive interpersonal behaviours of detainees and interrogators across four categories: authoritative, passive, confrontational, and cooperative. Mean scores for these variables in the first and last interviews were taken allowing us to analyse the associations between (1) interviewer behaviours and detainee educed information and (2) the indirect effect of interviewer behaviour on information educed through the impact of interviewer adaptive behaviour on detainee adaptive behaviour, separately in the first and last interviews.
Results. There was a positive association between detainee engagement and information in both the first and last interviews. Specific adaptive interviewer behaviours were associated with adaptive detainee behaviour in different interviews: cooperative and passive predicting improvements in the first interview and cooperative in the final interview. Maladaptive passive and authoritative interviewer behaviours were negatively associated with adaptive detainee behaviour in the first interview, as did maladaptive confrontational in the final interview. Indirect effects of interviewer behaviours on information were also demonstrated.
Conclusions. Interpersonal competence (avoiding maladaptive behaviour) and increasing adaptive behaviours are associated with detainee engagement and information. The differences in specific behaviours at different phases that influence information in the two interviews highlight the importance of interpersonal versatility.
The introduction of PACE (The Police and Criminal Evidence Act) in 1984 in the United Kingdom led to a departure from coercive interviewing methods and towards an 'information-gathering' approach. The importance of interpersonal skills during information-gathering interviews is highlighted in biographical accounts of interrogators adept at securing intelligence without using degrading, demeaning, or threatening behaviour (Mackey & Miller, 2004; Overy, 2002; Soufan, 2012; Toliver, 2000) . However, to objectively establish the efficacy of interpersonal skills in interviewing, it is critical that studies focus on the measurement of such skills in field-based interviews. This study specifically focuses on two related interpersonal concepts, previously defined by Birtchnell (1996) : (1) interpersonal competence (the absence of maladaptive forms of interpersonal behaviour, including aggression, sarcasm, punishment, rigidity, weakness, or patronizing behaviours) and (2) interpersonal versatility (defined as the ability to move from one adaptive variant of interpersonal behaviour [social and warm] to another [in charge and confident]). We consider interpersonal skill a mix of competence (avoiding maladaptive behaviours under all conditions) and versatility (knowing what behaviours to use when).
The impact of rapport-based interviewing and interpersonal skills has been frequently highlighted by researchers (Redlich, Kelly, & Miller, 2014; Russano, Narchet, Kleinman, & Meissner, 2014) . For example, confession was predicted by the skill and frequency with which certain interpersonal strategies were deployed (Walsh & Bull, 2010) . Interrogators themselves report that rapport and relationship-building are commonly used, and the most effective tactics for eliciting reliable information (Russano et al., 2014) . Specific effective interviewing strategies have been identified, for example, adaptive communication skills, empathy, flexibility, open-mindedness, clear structure, empathy, and respect (Bull & Cherryman, 1996; Shepherd, 1991) , all of which are also highlighted in the therapeutic literature (e.g., Rollnick & Miller, 1995) . Suspects themselves have emphasized the importance of how the interviewer responds to, and understands, them as being central to co-operation and in some cases this was found to be associated with confession (Holmberg & Christianson, 2002) . In a recent review, Vallano and Compo (2011) argued that within the context of police interviews, rapport building is best conceptualized as the development of a working/productive relationship rather than befriending or an intimate bond (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Evans, Meissner, Brandon, Russano, & Kleinman, 2010; Kelly, Miller, Redlich, & Kleinman, 2013; Walsh & Bull, 2012) .
In order to objectively code interpersonal behaviour in an interviewing context, Alison, Alison, Elntib, and Noone (2012) developed the 'ORBIT' coding framework (Observing Rapport-Based Interpersonal Techniques). This model is derived from two extensive areas of therapeutic research: (1) motivational interviewing (Miller & Rollnick, 1992) and (2) aspects of the interpersonal circle (Leary, 1955) that have been adapted to the context of police-suspect interviewing. The impact of the former has been detailed in Alison, Alison, Noone, Eltnib, and Christiansen (2013) . The current article is focused on the latter model, in particularly the types of interpersonal behaviour most conducive to rapport building.
ORBIT operationalizes interpersonal behaviour using the 'interpersonal circle' model of measuring dyadic interactions (see Figure 1 ). Such models provide a clear structure for defining adaptive and maladaptive interpersonal behaviours and are well established in the literature. These models argue that communication is structured along a vertical (agentic) dimension ranging from submission (labelled 'passive' in ORBIT) to dominance (authoritative) and a horizontal (communal) dimension ranging from hostility (confrontational) to supportive (cooperative) (Horowitz et al., 2006) . The resultant circle represents communication patterns in which the styles adjacent to each other in the circle are more similar than those on the opposing side. The intensity or expression of each style is also measured (Wiggins, 1982) producing a defined framework for measuring and predicting interpersonal dynamics between individuals. This framework has been used to demonstrate that cohesion and success across relationships are apparent when individuals demonstrate interpersonal responsiveness to one another in a range of samples including college roommates (Ansell, Kurtz, & Markey, 2008) and married couples (Markey & Markey, 2007) . Significantly, these findings are apparent in both temporary and structured relationships (Castonguay & Beutler, 2006) , and although effect sizes tend not to be large (ranging from r = .22 to .26; Horvarth & Bedi, 2002; Martin, Garske, & Davis, 2000) , they are consistent. More recently, Birtchnell (1996 Birtchnell ( , 2014 suggested that each style of communication can be expressed adaptively (facilitating communication) or maladaptively (hampering communication).
Experienced interrogators seem to have an inherent awareness of the importance of these elements of interpersonal skill. Russano et al. (2014) found that in experienced military and federal government interrogators, individuals who were seen as 'good' interrogators were those who were both interpersonally competent and also adaptive to the particular context or interaction (Mulqueen, 2009) . Notably, interpersonal competence does not relate to a discrete set of behaviours but rather the ability to avoid adopting maladaptive behaviours within any given context (Spitzberg, 1997; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984) . Thus, interrogators face the challenge of establishing an environment in which a productive conversation can take place without resorting to maladaptive interpersonal behaviours (Shepherd, 1991) . This is in line with the training approaches for UK police interviewers such as 'conversation management' (Shepherd, 2003) , where dominant, coercive, and confession-driven behaviour is considered to produce more denials as well as to hamper rapport building. The second key challenge for effective interviews is interpersonal versatility. Versatility is a measure of the ability to be flexible in selecting an appropriate manner to communicate, to be empathic, and to manage relationships effectively (Mulqueen, Kahn, & Kirkpatrick, 2012) . Interpersonal versatility allows one to adopt a variety of behaviours, to understand other people's perspectives and experiences, to value different opinions, and to treat others with support and respect (Mulqueen et al., 2012) . Recent work using ORBIT to explore interpersonal behaviour in interviews with terrorist suspects has demonstrated that maladaptive interviewer behaviour decreases detainee adaptive behaviour while also concurrently increasing detainee's maladaptive behaviour, thereby producing a significant decrease in evidentially useful information gathered (Alison et al., 2013) . Furthermore, maladaptive interviewer behaviour significantly increases, and adaptive behaviour decreases, counter-interrogation tactics (CIT) employed by detainees (Alison et al., 2014) . However, this research has concentrated on broadly defined adaptive/maladaptive interviewer behaviour (i.e., a statistical composite of the four adaptive and four maladaptive quadrants of behaviour as defined by ORBIT) across the entire interview process. Taken together, this work has demonstrated the importance of interpersonal competence but has so far said little about interpersonal versatility. To investigate interpersonal versatility, it is important that the four key interpersonal styles are investigated separately and at distinct stages of the interview process.
In order to explore this, the current paper examines a large and unique corpus of interviews with individuals suspected of committing, preparing, or instigating acts of terrorism. Due to the inconsistent number of interviews that detainees undergo, we analysed the detainees' first and last interview only. These two interviews should be qualitatively distinct in terms of interviewer behaviour as the first interview sets the scene, provides legal advice, and outlines the nature of the interview process, whereas final interviews tend to be focused on summarizing evidence and a final robust challenge to the suspect. Furthermore, comparing other interviews would compromise any analysis in terms of power and consistency in the stage of the interview process explored. We hypothesized that competence, defined by avoidance of maladaptive interpersonal behaviours, will improve detainee adaptive interpersonal behaviours and increase information, and versatility, the use of different adaptive behaviours in the different interviews, will be associated with detainee adaptive interpersonal behaviours and increase information.
Method
Data set criteria UK cases were identified by agreement with the UK's National Counter-Terrorism Branch and were selected if the suspect had been convicted and did not have any appeals pending; the interview sequence was available in full; and the suspect's conviction was for offences related to terrorist activity. Irish cases were identified by the An Garda Siochana (Ireland's national police service) if all suspects identified had been convicted; suspects had no appeals pending; and suspects were known (by intelligence or conviction) to have engaged in terrorist-related activity.
1 Forces were instructed by the Counter-terrorism Lead to make all cases that matched these criteria available to researchers. We have examined the full sequence of interviews conducted with each suspect, including 'safety' or 'imminent' threat interviews.
2 All cases submitted for review were analysed. Some 1 It should be noted that the Garda sample principally includes individuals who are affiliated with current or past terrorist groups in Ireland and who engage in 'murder for hire' along with other criminal activity. Therefore, the Garda sample contains a number of discreet cases of violence as opposed to the planning of more general violent 'plots'. 2 Imminent threat interrogations are conducted when there is an immediate and definable concern for the safety of the public or property due to an impending threat of significant harm. The time-sensitive nature of these interviews means certain legal conditions that are guaranteed within a standard police interview are not required, including right to council being present.
cases matching the criteria were not submitted due to operational or logistical issues in getting them to the secure coding site. A Memorandum of Understanding was established with the UK Counter-Terrorism Unit and the Garda in relation to the selection of cases, the recording and storage of the data file, the anonymity of the offenders and interviewers involved (i.e., preventing the incorporation of personally identifying factors into publications), and the dissemination and reporting of the data more widely.
Data set
The data set is comprised of audio (105) and video recordings (76) of 181 police interviews with 48 convicted suspects of terrorism (mean number of interviews per suspect 2.93; AE 1.79; range 1-8). This data set is a subset drawn from a total sample of 878 interview tapes that were coded (Alison et al., 2013) . Of the 48 suspects, 22 were international (93 interviews), 19 were paramilitary (47 interviews), and seven were right wing terrorists (41 interviews). UK police interviews are broken into 45-min segments based on the tapes used to record them. After each tape, the interview must stop briefly, while a new tape is inserted. At this point, individuals present are again introduced (for purposes of the tape) and the caution (or rights of the suspect) is reviewed. This provided a natural segment for coders to analyse, with an explicit start and finish point in the interaction. Mean scores across all 45-min segments relating to a single interview were then calculated and used in the subsequent analysis. Each interview was conducted by pairs of UK police interviewers between 2004 and 2010. It is common practice in UK police interviews for one interviewer to act as the 'lead' interviewer and the other to provide support if needed. In the coding framework, the supporting interviewer was coded if their contribution to the segment being coded was more than 10% (i.e., 5/45 min). This was necessary for 52 interviews of 181 (29%). Their scores were then combined with the lead interviewers to provide a combined interviewer interpersonal score for that segment (0-6; higher scores being indicative of the behaviour being exhibited throughout the interview). The rationale for combining these scores was to account for any influence of the second interviewer on the suspect over the duration of the interaction, thereby treating the interview 'team' as one unit. Each suspect was also coded to provide a suspect interpersonal score for each interview segment.
All interviewers had undergone advanced interviewer training (Tier 3), consisting of immersive exercises, classroom-based lectures, and self-directed learning in accordance with the Home Office Investigative Interviewing Model (PEACE). Tier 3 training focuses on the interviewing of suspects or witnesses in serious or complex investigations, encouraging the use of 'conversational management' strategies (Shepherd, 2003) . In addition to having completed Tier 3 interview training, all interviewers are specifically assigned to regional Counter-Terrorism Units (CTUs) across a number of geographic areas in the United Kingdom and Ireland. In total, 84 interviewers (six female/78 male) from four CTUs in the United Kingdom (58 interviewers) and the CTU of the Garda Siochana in Ireland (26 interviewers) were analysed.
Measures
The ORBIT framework was developed to evaluate the quality of interpersonal interactions between interrogators and detainees (Alison et al., 2012) . It measures the interpersonal style of communication used by both the detainee and the interrogator over the course of the interaction as well as 'Interview Information Assessment'. Information refers to the amount of 'useful information' generated rather than its explicit veracity or accuracy. The goal of the interview is seen as the generation of information that can be evaluated, confirmed, refuted, or disproven, or acted upon as intelligence -not confession.
The three following measures from ORBIT are analysed in the present study:
IBC-I -Interpersonal Behaviour Circle: adaptive/maladaptive -interrogator IBC-D -Interpersonal Behaviour Circle: adaptive/maladaptive -detainee Information -Interview Information Assessment (comprising discussion of capability, opportunity, and motive for commission of the offence, as well as evidentially useful material such as references to people, locations, actions, and timings).
Brief details of each of these measures are provided below (see Table 1 ). For information on IRR (taken from the initial interviews used to develop the framework), see Alison et al. (2013) for full details.
Interpersonal Behaviour circles (interrogator and detainee)
The circle is comprised of four categories of interpersonal behaviour (that can be described as adaptive or maladaptive) moving in a circular manner from authoritative (adaptive: in charge, sets the agenda, advices/maladaptive: demanding, dogmatic, rigid) into cooperative (adaptive: social, warm, friendly/maladaptive: over-familiar, obsequious, desperate) into passive (adaptive: modest, humble, seeking guidance/ maladaptive: formulaic, disengaged, conflict-avoidant) into confrontational (adaptive: frank, forthright, critical/maladaptive: sarcastic, punitive, attacking). The intensity of individual scores in the circle is measured using vector lengths ranging from absent (score '0) to minimal ('1') to moderate ('2') to persistent ('3') (Moskowitz & Zuroff, 2005; Wiggins, Phillips, & Trapnell, 1989) . Absent meant the behaviour did not occur at all, minimal meant an example was present but not a defining characteristic, moderate that it occurred on a number of occasions, and persistent that it occurred so frequently throughout that it could be considered a defining feature of the interaction (see Figure 1 ). All analyses are conducted on these continuous scores. Interview Information Assessment (COMPLAT) Suspect behaviour was also measured in terms of the amount of useful information generated that was of evidential significance or of intelligence value. In conjunction with tactical interviewing advisors during consultation, responses were coded on a 4-point scale corresponding to the following categories: capability (ability to commit offence); opportunity (circumstance allowing commission of offence); motive (reason to commit the offence); and descriptions (details about people, locations, actions, and times) ('COMPLAT'). The 4-point scale measures the level of co-operation as follows: 0 = asked but I tell you nothing; 1 = I tell you as little as I can; 2 = I tell you what you have asked; and 3 = I tell you what you have asked and elaborate, expand, or introduce new information; or NA = not asked about by interviewer. Analysis of the IRR for the four measures suggests fair (motive Κ = .35, 88% agreement), moderate (capability Κ = .53, 84% agreement; opportunity Κ = .44, 81% agreement), and strong (PLAT Κ = .62, 84% agreement) low kappas and high agreement percentages are the product of rare events (Flight & Julious, 2015) . See Figure 2 for an example of the IYA coding sheet.
Data reduction and analysis
We calculated (1) mean scores for each detainee (n = 48) on all ORBIT variables for interview one and for each detainee (n = 43) in the final interview. Some detainees only had a single interview (n = 5); Little's Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test confirmed that these data were MCAR (p > .05); therefore, we used multiple imputation (MI) to estimate missing data in the final interview. A significant literature exists describing the value of MI techniques in analysing data with missing cases (see, for example, Little & Rubin, 2014; Newman, 2003; Schafer & Graham, 2002) . Essentially estimating missing data improves the stability of regression coefficients and reduces the likelihood of spurious findings, particularly in smaller samples such as this. To produce the MI, pertinent variables (i.e., all those included in all regression models) were used as (auxiliary, in the case of the first interviews) variables in the data estimation. We used SPSS (version 22) to produce a five-iteration pooled estimate for each regression coefficient in the model; the p-values and 95% confidence intervals reported here are derived from these pooled estimates. Furthermore, R 2 values were estimated from each iteration of the MI analysis. Specifically, each R coefficient was converted to Fisher's Z before being combined, then converted into R 2 (Harel, 2009) . Of the remaining detainees, 43 had two or more interviews with (11 having two only).
We conducted multiple regressions to explore the associations between adaptive interviewer behaviours (authoritative, cooperative, passive, and confrontational) and overall adaptive detainee responding (total adaptive scores across all four behaviours) separately for the first and last interview with the four interviewer behaviours as independent variables and mean detainee adaptive responding as the dependent variable. In addition to this, we calculated one-tailed asymmetric 95% confidence intervals (using RMEDIATION see Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011) for the indirect effect on information that each interviewer behaviour (both adaptive and maladaptive) had through its effect on detainee adaptive responding. One-tailed CI were applied as these confidence intervals are the (asymmetrical) product of the two regression coefficients derived from regression analysis, so the direction of the effect is already ascertained prior to their computation (two positive regression coefficients cannot give a negative indirect effect). We then repeated the analysis using interviewer maladaptive behaviours as the predictors in order to explore the effects of interviewer incompetence on detainee adaptive responding and subsequent information.
Results

Association between detainee adaptive responding and information
For descriptive statistics of all variables utilized in regression analyses, see separately for the first and final interview. There was a highly significant association between detainee adaptive responding and information in the first interview, R 2 = 0.52, F (1, 45) = 50.39, p < .001; B = 0.67, SE = 0.12, p < .001, 95% CI: 0.42-0.91, and the final interview, R 2 = 0.22, F (1, 45) = 13.00, p < .001; B = 0.45, SE = 0.14, p < .001, 95% CI: 0.22-0.60.
Associations between interviewer behaviour on detainee adaptive responding and subsequent indirect effects on information Within the first interview, there was a significant association between both cooperative and passive interviewing and detainee adaptive responding. There was also evidence that these interviewing strategies had an indirect effect on information through adaptive detainee responding. In the final interview, only cooperative interviewing was associated with adaptive detainee responding and (indirectly) associated with information (see Table 3 ).
An identical analysis was repeated but instead of adaptive interviewer behaviours we looked at maladaptive behaviours (see Table 4 ). In interview one, maladaptive passive was associated with decreased detainee adaptive behaviour, which also had an indirect effect on reducing information. Interestingly, maladaptive cooperative behaviour was associated with increased adaptive responding and indirectly increased information. There was also a strong trend between maladaptive authoritative behaviour and decreases in detainee engagement; notably, maladaptive authoritative interviewing had an indirect effect on decreased information. In the final interview, there was a significant negative association between maladaptive confrontational interviewing and adaptive detainee responding (which also conferred an indirect effect on interview information). There was also a trend towards a negative association between maladaptive passive interviewing and adaptive detainee responding, although the indirect effect of maladaptive passive interviewing on information was only marginally significant.
Discussion
This study provides evidence for the role of adaptive and maladaptive interpersonal relating within police-suspect interviews with terrorists. Specifically, there is evidence for a positive association between adaptive interviewer behaviours and adaptive detainee behaviour, which is indirectly associated with increased information. Similarly, there is a largely negative association between maladaptive interviewer behaviours and adaptive detainee responding, which are indirectly associated with decreased information. This supports the hypothesized association between interpersonal competence on detainee engagement and information. With regard to interpersonal versatility, there was a different pattern of specific adaptive interviewing behaviours that were associated with greater detainee adaptive responding in interview one (cooperative and passive) and the final interview (cooperative). Likewise, there were different associations between maladaptive interviewer behaviour, detainee adaptive responding, and subsequent information in interview one (predominately passive with authoritative also showing as limited association) and the final interview (confrontational). Contrary to expectations, there was a positive association between maladaptive cooperative and detainee adaptive responding.
The current study suggests that there is a negative association between interpersonal incompetence and engagement and, ultimately, obtaining useful information from detainees. This provides further insight into the criticality of interpersonal skills as a necessary component of therapeutic alliance (e.g., Glynn & Moyers, 2010; Moyers, 2014) . Specifically, interpersonal competence was associated with increased detainee adaptive responding and (indirectly) increases in information in both initial and final interview. Adaptive behaviour was generally associated with increased detainee adaptive responses. The only exception to this was adaptive confrontational behaviour, which tended to have an negative relationship with detainee adaptive responding although not significantly, indicating that even behaviours described as adaptive may not be associated with beneficial effects within terrorist suspects towards the end of an interaction. The findings with regard to maladaptive interviewing are relatively consistent with them being, near universally, associated with no significant improvements in detainee responding when present. Only maladaptive cooperative had a significant association in the opposite direction to that predicted; one explanation is that interviewers were attempting to be cooperative and often succeeded but there were maladaptive cooperative behaviours interspersed within this good adaptive work as mistakes were made. Taken together, these findings suggest that there should be a focus on 'doing no wrong' and establishing an environment in which a conversation can take place without maladaptive interpersonal behaviours (Shepherd, 1991) due to the deleterious effects of maladaptive engagements (Spitzberg, 1997; Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984) .
In addition to competence, findings also demonstrated the differential properties of adaptive behaviours in the different interviews (versatility). Cooperative adaptive interview (e.g., respectful, trusting) styles were associated with improved adaptive detainee behaviours, in both interviews, suggesting that this may be a key adaptive behaviour. However, it is notable that versatility may be important when it comes to the use of adaptive passive behaviours. This interpersonal style was associated with improved detainee adaptive behaviour (and subsequent information) within the first interview but not the final interview. So if the interviewer is, for example, humble and seeks guidance in the initial interview, positive outcomes follow, but this tactic does not produce noticeable benefits in the final interview. This highlights the importance of being able to adopt more than one interview style over the course of the interview variety of behaviours, while treating others with support and respect (Mulqueen et al., 2012) .
It is important to note that there are adaptive behaviours that have no significant positive or negative relationship with detainee responding, particularly adaptive authoritative. This suggests although these behaviours should not be a specific goal of the interviewer they can be used as part of the overall toolkit of behaviours without damaging the interaction to any extent (unlike adaptive confrontational behaviours). Indeed, the association between this type of behaviour and detainee responding is broadly (but not significantly) positive. It may be that in subgroups of detainees, these behaviours do have an impact and subsequent research needs to examine specific detaineeinterviewer dynamics. It is possible that adaptive behaviours that had little impact (authoritative) or negative association (confrontational) in the current study would have an impact in other samples. It is likely that some of the sample in the current study would have had a degree counter-interrogation training. These training manuals (e.g., the IRA Green book) would have been developed in response to group members past experience of interviews across a number of years. If we acknowledge that past interviews with terrorist suspects have been aggressive and to a degree confrontational (Pearse & Gudjonsson, 1997) , then it is hardly surprising that they are not responding to confrontational behaviours even when they are adaptive and not oppressive. In order to explore this assumption further, it is critical to explore these behaviours in a wider range of suspects, particularly those with little experience of police custody.
There are limitations to the current study. Firstly, qualitative examples from the interviews coded for this paper are unable to be presented due to the nature, security, and legal issues associated with the field data used. This is an important limitation because it does not allow us (for the time being) to explore the sometimes subtle and more nuanced interactions that were observed. We have attempted to show more nuanced interactions between specific interviewer behaviours and specific detainee behaviours (see Table A1 ). Critically, this illustrates one fundamental point that although principles of reciprocity (authority generates passivity and vice versa) and correspondence (co-operation begets co-operation and confrontation begets confrontation) are interpersonal expectations ('I'm being authoritative and I expect you to submit', 'I'm being confrontational, I expect you to confront me back'), they are by no means certainties. Our data suggest that interactants strongly resist some of these interpersonal 'invites' and, at least in the case of the detainees, the most probable consequence of maladaptive interviewing to disengage. With respect to adaptive behaviours, co-operation and authority do have positive effectsbut principally on detainee co-operation, authority, and confrontation. Further research should be directed at a more detailed analysis of sequences of interviewer-detaineeinterviewer -most productively at a more granular level as these are rather gross measures of sequences over very macrolevel analysis. Thus, more detailed, possibly qualitative examination of 'volleys' of interviewer-detainee-interviewer would be most useful in disentangling more local effects.
A further limitation, and a feature of conducting field research, is the fact that the sample of interviews was only of terrorist suspects subsequently convicted, and as such, our findings might be relevant only to a convicted sample. To mitigate this possibility, all available interviews that occurred within the national cadre could be coded including those in which convictions were not secured and NFA (no further action) was taken. This would demonstrate the extent to which innocent individuals respond differently within an interview context.
Due to the limited number of detainees investigated, we did not have the statistical power to investigate the impact of interviewer behaviour across and within interviews in the same statistical model and, likewise, analyse detainee responding and how that influences interrogator behaviour during interviews. This is a key limitation of the current study. Currently, we cannot ascertain with certainty the causal relationships between detainee and interviewer behaviour. It is possible that rather than the interviewer eliciting particular detainee responses, the detainee elicits responses from the interviewer, or, most probably, there is a combination of the two during the interview dynamic. Furthermore, we would also hope to further explore the potential impact of cointerviewers on the lead interviewer and how this relates to the suspect's interpersonal response and amount of information generated. These data have been captured in the coding framework but the complexity requires a full and separate analysis to the present study. Another limitation is the improvement of the inter-rater reliability for ORBIT as a coding framework. While the kappa scores are reasonable for a very high number of categories, this could be improved and explored further to improve the concept validity and coding reliability of the model.
The results demonstrate that maladaptive behaviours are associated with detainee shut down and that an absence of maladaptive interpersonal behaviours is the first and most important principle in obtaining information. This makes the report into the CIA's enhanced interrogation strategies that were developed in consultation with psychologists even more discouraging reading. Indeed, the fundament tenants of the enhanced interrogation techniques (EITs) employed in the CIA's interrogation programme conflict directly with the existing and expanding body of literature that both highlights the value of adaptive behaviours on the part of the interrogator and emphasizes the costs associated with maladaptive behaviours. In our sample, there were relatively few instances of maladaptive behaviours but when they occurred, they had negative effects. In addition to examining the presence or absence of maladaptive behaviours, we consider it important to examine interpersonal versatility and rigidity as some interviewers had a tendency to stick in only one (albeit adaptive) quadrant (most commonly the adaptive cooperative quadrant). This preference or 'style' may reflect a degree of interpersonal rigidity and more nuanced behaviours may be required at different stages and with different detainees. This sequencing across different detainees and at different stages is relatively unexplored in the literature although the current study does hint at the importance of different approaches exerting different effects at different stages of an interview.
The current study is the first to our knowledge to provide evidence in naturalistically occurring environments of the importance of interpersonal behaviours in different stages of the interview process with terrorist suspects. These findings advance previous studies on rapport in high-value detainee interviews, suggesting that skilled adaptive behaviour consists of competence (lack of maladaptive behaviour) and versatility (use of different adaptive behaviour) and can produce engagement even under conditions where it is difficult to form an empathic alliance. We would argue that these findings (among others; see Vallano & Compo 2011) highlight the importance of exploring the extent to which these skills can be trained. Encouraging practitioner communities to place value on qualities such as empathy and rapport may be assisted by further developing and presenting an objective body of evidence that is based on the systematic examination of real-world interviews. By applying a standardized model of measurement (ORBIT) to determining what interpersonal approaches are detrimental or supportive in interviewers' efforts to obtain information, this study offers the possibility of producing best practice guidelines for interviewing the most difficult suspects. the case for confrontational behaviour. This suggests aspects of adaptive interview behaviour change according to the interview. It is also notable that authoritative and cooperative behaviours are highly correlated within interviews. A similar pattern is found with maladaptive interviewing inasmuch as we see cooperative and passive behaviours consistently across the two interviews (authoritative and confrontational were not consistently appearing). Interestingly maladaptive authoritative behaviour was correlated with all other maladaptive behaviours in interview one, and all except cooperative behaviour in the final interview. Taken together, these findings suggest that some aspects of interviewer behaviour are more consistently applied across interviews than others. Macro level correlations between interviewer and detainee behaviours (see Table A2 ) As evident in Table A2 there is a reciprocal relationship between adaptive authoritative behaviours in the detainee and interviewer (with this also being apparent for cooperative). Furthermore interviewer authoritative behaviour is also associated with increased cooperative and confrontational behaviour, and interviewer cooperative behaviour is associated with detainee authoritative and confrontational behaviours. Passive behaviours did not stimulate any specific responses, while adaptive confrontational behaviour by the interviewer were associated with reductions in cooperative detainee behaviour.
With regards to maladaptive behaviours authoritative behaviour positively correlates with passive and confrontational behaviour on the part of the detainee. Interviewer maladaptive cooperative behaviour is associated with increased maladaptive cooperative and authoritative but, unexpectedly, decreased passive. Interviewer maladaptive passive behaviour is associated with decreased maladaptive cooperative but increased maladaptive passive. Confrontational interviewer behaviour was associated with increased passive only. Note. * p < .05; **p < .01.
